Remarks 



Claim rejections 35 USC S 102 

Claims 1, 14, 16 and 19 have been amended to replace the term "human agent" with 
"human operator". Basis for the term "human operator" is found at page 11, line 3. 

The rejection based on Christensen was based, in part, on the finding that the 
download servers 154 of Christensen et al. could be equated with "human agents", 
and indeed that the term "human agent" could be given a broad meaning as "contact 
points", and thereby considered to be the same as a download server. 

The term "human operator" has a clear and well known meaning in the context of 
telephony and in the context of a contact center. It means a person who (using some 
apparatus such as a terminal or a handset) interacts with a remote party to provide 
assistance or some service. A human operator in a contact center is emphatically 
not the same as a download server, and the skilled person would never make such 
an assumption. 

The previous finding of anticipation was partly based on the reasoning that since the 
download server "provides services for human beings and are inherently designed, 
built, operated and/or own by a human being", it is a "human agent". 

Needless to say. Applicants disagree strongly with this reasoning. A nuclear reactor, 
according to this reasoning, is also a human agent, and the term could likewise be 
read onto a roll of duct tape or a space shuttle! This logic results in nonsensical 
findings which entirely ignore the normal usage and meaning of the terms of the 
claims, as they would be interpreted by the person skilled in the art. MPEP 2111.01 
states that during prosecution, "the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their 
terms reasonablv allow". The word "reasonably" is emphasized and contrasted with 
the nonsensical result of allowing a human agent to include anything designed or 
owned by a human. The same passage from the MPEP bluntly states, relying on an 
impressive body of decided cases, that "in the absence of an express intent to impart 
a novel meaning to the claim terms, the words are presumed to take on the ordinary 
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and customary meanings attributed to them by those of ordinary skill in the art." It is 
pointed out, once again, that the skilled person will know that human operators (or 
agents) in a contact center are real people and would never impart the artificial 
meaning suggested by the Examiner. 

Accordingly, the clarification to the term "human operator" is simply intended to 
replace "human agent" with a term found in the specification which has an even 
stronger resonance as a flesh-and-blood person answering calls or responding to 
requests received at a contact center, if such clarification is needed. 

In view of this clarification, Applicants once again rely on the arguments advanced In 
their last response, which are incorporated by reference, in the expectation that the 
download servers of Christensen can be viewed as distinct from the human operators 
(or as they were referred to, human agents) of the present invention. 

Claim rejections 35 USC S 103 

The rejection on the basis of obviousness of claim 4 based on a combination of 
Christiansen and Jarvi Is traversed for the reasons given above and those advanced 
in the last response. 

In view of the amendments and arguments made herein, the applicants respectfully 
request the examiner withdraw the rejections, and allow the application. 

This response It within two months of the final Office Action as September 30, 2006 
was a Saturday. 

October 2, 2006 Respectfully submitted 
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